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RELATING TO THE PAYMENT OF MONEY ORDERS 


MONDAY, MARCH 28, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON H. R. 4817 oF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON Post OFfFIcE AND CIviL SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 11:15 a. m., Hon. Gracie Pfost (subcom- 


mittee chairman) presiding, for consideration of H. R. 4817, which is 
as follows: 


[H. R, 4817, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL Relating to the payment of money orders 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the following Acts or parts of Acts are hereby 
repealed: 

(a) Section 4 of the Act of July 16, 1894 (28 Stat. 107), as amended and codified 
in section 730 of title 39, United States Code. 

(b) That part of the Act of May 27, 1908 (35 Stat. 416), as amended and codified 
in section 731 of title 39, United States Code. 

(c) Section 12 of the Act of June 26, 1934 (48 Stat. 1229), as codified in section 
725k of title 31, United States Code. 

(d) Section 5 of the Act of March 3, 1883, as amended and codified in section 
718 of title 39, United States Code. 

Sec. 2. No money order heretofore or hereafter issued shall be paid after six 
vears from the last day of the month of original issue. Claims for unpaid money 
orders shall be forever barred unless received by the Post Office Department 
within such six-year period. Any excess of funds accrued because of money orders 
remaining unpaid may be transferred to postal revenues at such times and in such 
amounts as the Postmaster General shall determine. The records of the Post 
Office Department shall serve as the basis for adjudicating claims for payment of 
money orders after one year from the last day of the month of issue of such 
money orders. 


Src. 3. Section 2 of this Act shall take effect on the first day of the sixth calendar 
month beginning after the date of its enactment. 

Mr. Charles E. Johnson, counsel, attended the hearing. 

Mrs. Prosr. The subcommittee will now come to order to consider 
H. R. 4817. The subcommittee consists of Mr. Tumulty, Mr. Holi- 
field, Mrs. Harden, Mr. Henderson, and myself as chairman. 

This bill will establish a 6-year statute of limitations with respect 
to liability of the Government on outstanding money orders. The 
limitation will conform to the 6-year statute of limitation which 
applies to claims on checks issued by the Government (31 U.S. C. 123). 

This legislation was recommended by the Postmaster General and 
introduced by Chairman Murray of our committee. It is part of 
the program of modernization and streamlining of the financial opera- 
tions of the postal establishment. The bill has the approval of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Comptroller General of the United 
States. 
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RELATING TO PAYMENT OF MONEY ORDERS 


Our first witness is Mr. Louis J. Doyle, Associate Solicitor, accom- 
panied by Mr. J. Harold Marks, finance officer, Bureau of Finance, 
representing the Post Office Department. 


STATEMENT OF L. J. DOYLE, ASSOCIATE SOLICITOR, POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Dorie. Mrs. Pfost, my only purpose in being a witness this 
morning is to ask you to insert in the record a letter of the Postmaster 
General dated February 28, 1955, which was sent to the Speaker of 
the House, transmitting this bill. Mr. Robertson will be the witness. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Doyle. 


I might read the concluding paragraph of the Postmaster General’s 
letter to Speaker Rayburn, in which he says: 


It is believed that legislation such as is transmitted herewith will achieve the 
desired results, and its early enactment is recommended. 


(The letter above referred to is as follows:) 


OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 28, 1955. 
Hon. Sam RAYBURN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 


Dear Mr. Speaker: There is transmitted herewith for consideration by 
Congress proposed ulation relating to the payment of money orders. 

At the present time, there is no limit as to the time after their issuance within 
which money orders may be paid. This fact creates the necessity of maintaining 
indefinitely records of unpaid money orders. 

It is believed to be desirable and proper that there be provided some statute 
of limitations terminating liability on outstanding money orders. It is further 
believed that 6 years from the date of their issuance should be an adequate period 
of time within which money orders should be presented for payment, 

This legislative proposal is designed to accomplish this objective. Its enact- 
ment would permit this Department to destroy old records of outstanding money 
orders which have been maintained since 1864. 

In connection with this objective, it is proposed that the following acts or parts 
of acts be repealed: 

(1) Section 4 of the act of July 16, 1894, as amended (39 U. C. 730), 
which provides for the payment of any money order remaining a after 
the lapse of 7 years from the date of issue; 

(2) That part of the act of May 27, 1908, as amended (39 U.S.C. 731 
which provides for the payment of any domestic money order remaining 
unpaid after the lapse of 3 years from the date of issue, and which also 
requ ires the maintenance of a com] le ‘te and permanent re cord of all unpaid 

1oney orders issued by postmasters in the United States, or such - its insular 
possessions as are amenable to the sutharihy of the Postmaster General for 
payment within its territory, such record to serve as a basis for adjudicating 
claims for payment by warrant of the amounts of said orders; and 

(3) Section 12 of the act of June 26, 1934 (48 Stat. 1229; 31 U. S. C. 725k), 
whic h provides that, effective July 1, 1935, the appropriation account 

“Unpaid money orders more than 1 year old” is abolished and the balances 
therein are covered into postal revenues and any appropriations to which 
an In under such accounts have been chargeable theretofore are re- 

valed. It is further provided that there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
ninted from postal revenues such sums as may be necessary to make any 
expenditures which, but for its abolition, would be chargeable to this account. 

In order that the laws relating to the payment of money orders may be further 
modernized it also is proposed to repeal the provisions of law codified in section 
718 of title 39 

Section 2 of the proposed legislation establishes a 6- year statute of limitation 
for the payment of claims for money orders. In order that the rights of persons 
who now hold money orders which have been outstanding for more than 6 years 
may be protected, it is proposed that this section be made effective on the first 
day of the sixth calendar month beginning after the date of the enactment of the 
legislation. 
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RELATING TO PAYMENT OF MONEY ORDERS 3 
It is believed that legislation such as . transmitted herewith will achieve the 
desired results, and its early enactment is reecomme a 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that tl would be no objection to the 
submission of this legislative proposal to Congress. 


Sincerely yours, 
ArTHUR E. SUMMERFIELD 
Postmaster Ge 


Mrs. Prost. Now you may proceed, Mr. Robertson. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT J. ROBERTSON, ASSISTANT POST- 
MASTER GENERAL AND CONTROLLER OF THE POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Rosertson. Madam Chairman, and members of the sub. 
committee, for the purpose of the record my name is Albert J. 
Robertson. I am Assistant Postmaster General and Controller of 
the Post Office Department. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you to discuss 
H. R. 4817, a bill relating to money orders. 

The United States Postal Mone vy Order System was inaugurated 
in 1864 to provide a safe means for transmitting money, usually 
through the mails. This service has been very extensively used. 
In 1954, 360 million money orders for a total amount of $6,050 million 
were issued. The average amount was $16.80. For the 5-year period 
1950 to 1954, inclusive, the average number of orders issued annually 
was 345 million. The normal life of a money order is from 20 to 30 
days but, for various reasons, many of them are not cashed promptly 
and some are presented for payment as long as several years after 
their issuance. 

When bill H. R. 4817, providing that a statute of limitations of ( 
years from date of issuance, was recommended, it was ee that 
this period, which conforms to thé law providing a 6-year statute of 
limitations for Government checks and warrants, was a reasonable one, 
but a recent detailed study of its effect on patrons of the money order 
system would indicate that the 6- vear pe ‘riod is too short and that an 
undue number would be affected. It is desirable that some period be 
fixed in order that the Post Office Department be not obliged to 
maintain useless records indefinitely. This principle was recognized 
some time ago by Congress in the act of October 9, 1940 (54 Stat. 1061). 
That law provided that every claim or demand against the United 
States cognizable by the General Accounting Office shall be barred 
forever unless presented within 10 years after the date the 
claim accrued. 

In order that the same principle may be applied to the postal money 
order system we would like to recommend that the bill be amended to 
provide a period of 20 years rather than 6. A very recent revie rn of 
our records indicates that from the period May 10, 1954, to March 2 
1955, only 156 money orders out of total claims of 6,945 were based on 
money orders more than 20 years old. In 1935 the average money 
order was only $8.56 so that the amount involved in these few trans- 
actions is small and is not commensurate with the administrative cost 
of maintaining these records and processing these claims. 

If you have any questions I shall be glad to undertake to answer 
them. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Robertson, for a very fine statement 
I will recognize Mrs. Harden. 
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Mrs. Harpen. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I, too, wish to 
commend you, Mr. Robertson, for this very find and informative 
statement. I am wondering if I understood correctly that the De- 
partment is recommending instead of a 6-year statute of limitations 
that the period be extended to 20 years; is that correct? 

Mr. Ropertson. Yes; to 20 years. 

Mrs. Harpen. I have no further questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes Mr. Henderson. 

Mr. Henperson. Madam Chairman, I have 2 questions to ask or 
2 comments that I would like to make. 

There is no statute of limitations now; is that correct? 

Mr. Rospertson. No. 

Mr. Henperson. None at all? 

Mr. Ropertson. None. 

Mr. Henperson. If I were to have a money order of 40 years ago 
I could cash it today? 

Mr. Ropertson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Henprrson. The second question that I had in mind was this: 
What motivated the Department to change their thinking from 6 years 
to 20 years? Is there any specific thing that caused that? 

Mr. Ropertson. Yes. We made a check to see how many orders 
would be affected after 6 years and concluded that while the percent- 
age was infinitesimal the number was still substantial. May I make 
a comment off the record? 

Mrs. Prost. Certainly. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Hunperson. I see, and when you get down to maintaining 
records for 20 years you have gotten down to what would amount to 
becoming absolutely a nuisance on the Department; is that the idea? 
In other words, to maintain those records beyond 20 years would be a 
great burden on you? 

Mr. Rosertson. It would be more trouble than the value of it to 
the patrons. 

Mr. Henprrson. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are there any further questions? 

Mrs. Harpen. Madam Chairman, would it be in order for me to 
offer an amendment that the language appearing on page 2, line 9, be 
changed to read, “twenty-year period” instead of, ‘six-year period’’? 

Mr. Jounson. That would usually be offered in executive session, 
but I think it would certainly be appropriate to discuss it here. 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, we can discuss it here. 

Mr. Jounson. If the committee instructs the staff to prepare an 
amendment it could be voted out right away. 

Mrs. Harpsn. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jounson. Madam Chairman, Mr. John H. Martiny, of the 
General Accounting Office, has submitted a statement in support of 
this bill with either a 6-vear or 20-year limitation in it, and I offer it 
to conserve the time of the subcommittee. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank vou, Mr. Johnson. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF JoHN H. Martiny, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, GENERAL ACCOUNT- 
ING OFFICE 
H. R. 4817, 84th Congress, relating to the payment of money orders, is ide al 
with S. 1488 now before the Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil Service 
We favor enactment of this legislation 
This bill would repeal ertain provisions of law relating to the payment of 
money orders (31 U. 8S. C. 725K; and 39 U. 8. C. 718, 730, and 731) and would 
bar all claims for unpaid monev orders unless received by the Post Office De- 
partment within 6 vears. In order that present holders of money orders over 
6 vears old may have sufficient time to present such orders for payment, section 3 
of the legislation provides that the effective date of this legislation will be the 
first dav of the sixth month after date of enactment 
The establishment of a bar on the payment of money orders is desirable. It 


has been estimated that at present, when there is no time limitation or bar on the 
payment of old money orders, only about 2,400 money orders over 6 years old are 
paid each year. Upon establishment of the 6-year limitation, we feel the number 
would be negligible. 

The establishment of such a bar would enable the Post Office Department 
eliminate large quantities of records now required to be retained indefinitely and 
would simplify the work of the General Accounting Office in auditing paid mone) 
orders. 

The last sentence of section 2 authorizes the use of the records of the Post Office 
Department as a basis for adjudicating claims for money orders more than 1 vear 
old. This is intended primarily to permit reliance on official records in order to 
avoid a dispute with a claimant, particularly in determining compliance with the 
time limitation. However, we suggest that the words ‘‘after one year from the 
last day of the month of issue of such money orders’”’ be deleted from this sentence 
One of the purposes of this legislation and of section 205, Public Law 374, 83d 
Congress (authorizing payment of money orders from money order receipts 
instead of from annual appropriations), is to eliminate the distinctions between 
money orders less than 1 vear old and those over 1 vear old. The inclusion of 
such words raises a question as to what records would serve as the basis for paying 
money orders under 1 vear old. 

We believe enactment of this legislation will be in the interest of the Govern- 
ment and will result in a more economical operation of the money order system 
without depriving any individual money order patron of equitable protection. 

We favor enactment of this legislation. 


Mrs. Prost. We might at this time hear from Mr. Martiny, if you 
have any verbal word to offer, Mr. Martiny. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. MARTINY, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Martiny. Madam Chairman, and members of the committee, 
my name is John H. Martiny, legislative attorney, Office of the 
Assistant to the Comptroller. 

Our only comment in addition to the statement which I have pre- 
sented would be to point out that we do recommend that certain 
words be eliminated from the last sentence of section 2. It is a very 
minor point. 

Our recommendation was to eliminate the words, “after one year 
from the last day of the month of issue of such money orders” from 
the last sentence of section 2. The reason for that is that one of the 
purposes of this legislation and of section 205, Public Law 374, 83d 
Congress, authorizing payment of money orders from money order 
receipts instead of from annual appropriations, is to eliminate the 
distinction between money orders less than 1 year old and those over 
1 year old. The inclusion of such words raises a question as to what 
records would serve as the basis for paying money orders less than 
year old. 
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Prosr. Thank you, Mr. Martiny. 
ROBERTSON. We certainly agree with that. 
Prost. Thank vou, Mr. Robertson. 
Are there any questions that the committee members would like to 
Mr. Martiny? 
Mrs. Harpex. Madam Chairman, I shail be happy to offer the 
amendment suggested in executive session. 
Mir. Jounson. Madam Chairman, would vou prefer that I prepare 
a draft of the language containing the two amendments Mrs. Harden 
has suggested for the members of the subcommittee? 
Mrs. Prosr. Yes, if vou will do that, Mr. Johnson. 
Mr. Jounson. | will have it done tomorrow. 
\Irs. Prost. Are there any further questions? 
Mrs. Harpen. | have none. 
Mr. Henprerson. No, thank vou. 
Mrs. Prosr. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for coming up here 
this morning and giving us vour time and your fine assistance. 
(Thereupon, at 10:55 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair. 
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